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AR. Danvers in bis Rejoyndes, pag. 1, tells 
the World, that be bash therein given'a full 
An{werto my Vindiciz: And in biz Pre- 
face, a {crious and particular Anfwer to my ground- 
lefsand frivolous Appeal, as be is pleafed to call it. 
And to affure me bis Party is of the fame mind, be 
adjoyns the * Baptilts Anfwer | 

‘in bis Vindication. And borbhe Nite 
and they do put me in mind of Mr. Gofwolds Ne | 
my Promife, that if he could Forty, Mr. Delawne, 
it appear I bad wronged 
bim ( 46 they think be bato fufficiently done) I 
would make him publick fatufattion by acknowledg- 
ing my Miftakes. To the performance of which, I 


can truly, fay, Ihave no Ansipathy, fince to yield to — 
the Truth 4 glorious Vittory, and if my Antago- 
nift convinceth me of my Errors, I fhall not come bee 
bind bim in Honour, when openly Re- Mi 

trad them.-— * Nam utillemet Vie 
‘Gor elt, ita ego triumphator Erro- 
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The Preface. 
ferionfly, and as I think, with a great dea 
of Impartiality, examined what they bave faid ; And 
find that through their own mifapprebenfions ( to put 


itin the mildejt terms ) I am mojt apparently abafed — 
by them all. And if Men would but.take fo much 
pains, asto examine both our Books, and the Authors | 


mee quote, they would difcover what I fayto be true, 


Without a farther Vindication. But becaufe few bave 
either Will, or Leifure fo to do for the juftifying of — 


my felf, the undeceiving otbers, and the making good 


nated to appear once more intbis Caufe : And having 
finifbed my Anfwer to Mr. Danvers bis Rejoynder, 


—— 


aimtended wt forthwith for the Prefs. But an unex- 
peded Providence bath fallen out, to alter thofe In- 


tentions forthe prefent. And 1 bope the Party will 


be more Ingenuous than to apprebend any thing befides — 


Civility, occafions the delay. But the Baptifts An- 
Swer is fo flung in my Teeth, and I am reproached 
m not able to fay any thing for my felf, that I am 
forced to publijh thus firft, which I intended laft. 

And therefore if I am now more particular in thofe 
difcoveries that refleét Ignorance and Partiality upon 
the Party, it mujt be imputed to the clamorous Re- 
proaches of fome envious Spirits, that will not be 


my Promife, which they urge me withal, I am necef- 
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eA Vindication of the Appeal. 


He Baptifts Anfwer to my Ap al ae 
 galoft Mr. Danvers, is as if they were 
—srefolved to to be 


indeed what Mr. Danvers miltakingly 
calls them, viz. Appellants. Is not the Appellant 
the fame with * AGor ? 
For they Accufe me of * 4%pellans dicituy 
‘what was never brought to 
their Bar for Sentence, as the 
My refufing of ac+ tthe Appeal, Minthaw. 
 cepting an endeavoured Ace 
- commodation. ( 2.) The unufualnefs of 
— thod. (3.) The unlikenefs of my Pattern. (4. 
impropriety of my Appeal, pag. 2. All which 
they borrow from Mr. Dunvers Preface to his Re- 
jiyynder. And no doubr he might therefore well 
ashe doth, that he wrote to help the Appellants, 
page 21¢ But what to do? Rather to give bis 


Judgment, then their ow” in Matters brought to 


their Bar by mein my Appeal but prefently 


back againby themctohis.s 

To which [ anfwer. ( 1.) That neither Mr. 
D.nor his Party, have any re:fon to be offcnded at 
my refufing that Accommodation they {peak of; for 
the publifhing his Miltakes to the World, jdid r- 
| 


* 
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wire as publick a Dete@tion. And all the Injury 
have done Mr. D. is only to Undeceive him, by 


demonftrating he was milftaken, if indeed he 
thought bis pg any Rational-Objectton againft 
at} and fo give him an Opportunity of making 


good his promife, That if it could ‘be made appear 


 hebad done any manifeft Injury to Truth, be would 
be ready to give the mut [atisfattion it might. 
for. And if indee 
¥Or iS as welcome to him as an Approbation (as he 
_ fpeaks ) it being only Truth and Sincerity be defigned 
#0 propagate: His next mult contain his Retrac- 
| 


the Dercection of his Er- 


y which he will give a fufficient proof of 
his Sincerity. But if inftead thereof he fhall ftill 


continue to juftifie himfelf, and reproach me, 
am afraid his greateft profcflion of Sincerity, will 
{Sarcely perf{wade the impartially Judicious, to be- 


licve him. (2.) Any Man may ufe his own Me- 
thod. There are gencral Rules for the framing of 
Difcourfes, but they bind none to the fame way of 
procedure; And where there is no Law againft the 


— form of my Appeal there can be no Tranfgreffion. 
_ €3.) The Pattern followed was for an Appeal, 
and that prefident ufed to excitethe fame 
(from whom was expe@ed righteous Judgment ) 


to fecond their firft Works. ( 4.) Why fhould it 
be thought improper to appea!, but in the cafe of | 


the Appellatees Contumacy ? *Tis certain that Cir- 
cumftance is not neceiJary, becaufe it is notin the 

definition of an Appeal, which isno more (fay 
Lawyers ) than Provocatio iniqua fententiea quarc- 
dam continens and the end thereof is the redref- 


anInjury, But if the Appellants would feri- 
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oufly Have-confidered things as’ they. ought, jthey: 
might have feen. good Caufe for this my way of 
Procedure, For though I told Mr. D. in my firkk 
Book, pag-24. That Luther had no fuch peflage 
in his 3 Tom. pag. 168. as he quotes, 2. Edit. p. 8. 
Yet in his Reply, he will not own his Miftake, 
Though I thewed him, Cap. 7. page '2, 3. 
that he made the Magd. fay, pag. 47. That the 
— Cuftom of Dipping the whole Body, was changed inte — 

Sprinkling a little Water on the F ace; pears ig | 
didnot: Yet.in his Reply he juftifies himfelf, by 
— faying, They are bis own words, not theirs ( which 

proves my Charge) though there is but a Semicolon 
between: And that in bis fecond Edition, betmade 

a diftindion, by putting thofe words into a different 
CharaGer y whichis untrue. - Though I toldhim, 
Cap.7+ pag. 2» that the Magd. did not fay, That 
the Apoftles Baptized only the Adult, as he made 
them, pag. 46. Yet infiead of confcfling his Mi- — 
flake, he falls fou! upon me in his Reply, pag. 3t- 

asi€ I badcharged a Falfhood upon bim of my own 
making. For ( faith he) my words are exprefly 
thus: The Magd. tell us that in this Age, théy find 
| they Baptized only the Adult. Though I acquain- 
ted him in my Preface, that the Adagd. did not 
May, Cent. 3. pag. 125, 126. that. the Cullom of 
Dipping was changed into Sprinkling, as he 
gamed, Edit. 113. Yet Reply, pag. 36. he 
crys out, I do bim manifest Injury for he did not 

quote thofe Pages for shat, but for the fuperflisions . 

Rites: though it was impoflible for any Reader fo 

tounderftand it, as I demonftrate, Vind. pag. 58. 

And at laf (though, thefe are fuch 
lakes 
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ffakes ) in the Preface to his Reply, he tetls me, 
That notwithftauding my great Flourifo and Noife, 1 
am not able to reprove the truth, fo much as of one of . 
thofe Authorities in the Hiftorical part, and excepting — 
one in the Doétrinal, not another that is confiderable 
in the whole Book, Doth not Mr. D. inthefe things 
appear to be Comtsmacious and Stubborn, fo ag t0 re- 
and ftand ont againft Conviction and Admo- 
nition? Indeed the Baptits tell me, They do not 
find him juftly chargeable therewith, pag. 2. But l 
hope by this, they will be fenfible ot their over- 


fight, and be convinced that my Appeal was both 


proper, and feafonable. I am furé the Inftances | 


fufficient Demontftration in them, to fatishe 
all the impartially Judicious, if they will be at the 


pains to examine them as they licin his Treatife. 


obferve that their Anfwer is almoft a 


pite ad Calcem, of Mr. D’s. torming ; which ar- 
iy Collufion, and that they conferred Notes be- 
fore they thought meet to proceed to Sentence. 
Let us compare their Anfwer with his Rejoynder, 
and it will be apparently difcovered. ae 


bay | Speaking of my Tran- 


flating a piece of Calvin 5 
queries whetber I did fair- 
ly in epping the Trarfla 
tion where I didy shat 


it might appear to thofe 


that underftood not Latine 


They mentioning the 


‘fame Matter, dcfire me 
to conlidér, whether tie 


ftopping of my Tranilae 


tion whereI did, benot _ 


unfair, andthe miflead- 
ing of an Englifb Reader; 
which ‘is all one as to 
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make its. wid | fabenit it to my Conlci-" 
mitted to my ence. 


Pag. 30. Pag. 6. 

D. cenfures me They {peaking off my 
Difingenuity, becaufe I Charge againft Mr, D. 
him of miftaking 7E-\| tor abuling Calvin, and: 
— ftius for Calvin, after be | fathering Eftins’s words 
bad owned she mift ake. upon him, cenfure me 

[as one neither Fair nor 

| Ingenuous, becaufe he 
had owned it as a Mi- 
take in his Reply. 


Ibid, 


Mr. D. bim-| They the fame 
Self about this. miftake, | excule tor him, viz. We 
and fays, that in looking | obferve alfo that he 
into his Book be finds be | quotes Eftins Anunot 
did put Eitius Annot. 17-7. at the end. 
Gen.17. 7° 


Mr. D. tells me I dealt} They alfo muft needs 
semwportbily im leaving | remark the fame, telling 
word Parvulis iw) me that left out | Par- 
my Tranflation of Wal-| and with what 

dens words, which Mr. | defign or end they, leave 
. DD. cites in tbe Latine : ‘| me to contider, and then 


ae Noftt Cite 
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wickivies Cite che wotdsin Lative 


D. puts Special | 
mark thofe werds of 
mine. wonder Mr. 


as Mr. D. doth, St 


Pag. 


They cannot: piverin 
the words Dr. Hae 
mond withoue this addi- 


miftakes Latine Authors | tion, viz. We hope this — 
fo often, when be cannot | will convince youof the 
rightly wnderftand thofe | untrue and unjuft Re- 


that are in Englith. 


proach you fubjoyn, 
That he underftands not 
Englifh Authors, 


To which may be added their Acciifations above 
mentioned, which truly render them Appellants, 
taken from his Pretace. Do.not Infiances‘de- 
monfisatc, that they confulred with the Party ac- 
culed for a Sentence, it being thus by Parts pro- 


nounged in his own words: ( And Jct them deny 


- itif they.can ) Which is certainly a greater Im> 
propricty than can be found in my Appealing, 


which they condemn. 


It being contrary both to 


Reafon Honcfty, that a Judg fhould be {way- 
_ ed by the Didtates of a Party, or enquire fora Sen- 


ELI, I further obferve, that. hae. is aba: in 


their dealing with my Appeal, that Jooks like Pas- 
riality ; and in, their Sentence chat hath ( to fay 


mo more of it ) an appearance of se{pe@ of Pex- 
fons. We are fome-where told by that 
Eft cum favemus buic quam 
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} | , | 
non ob ipfius rei, fed Perfone difetimen: Ava 
Zancby tells us, that this Perfona nom fignifieat fub- 

ftantiam bominis fed qualitatem and that gwalitas . 
is carnal Relation, Riches, famenefs of Opinion, 
Or (ina word ) any thing the Judges 
fides the Caufe.. Nowthis appears, © © 
 Firft, In remarking to me fome things in my 
Appeal, as Falfe and injurious, or Unfit, and 
. fing by in filence fome things in Mr. D. that areéof 
the fame or like nature. The ttopping of my 
_ Tranflation out of Calvin, was, fay they, unfair, 
pag. 4,5- Yet Mr. D. ftopping his Tranflation out 
of Beza, 1 Cor.7. 14. is not unfair, nor worthy 
blame, for they take not the leaft notice of,it, 
though mentioned in my Appeal, pag. 167, 168. 
My charging Mr. D. with adding thofe words to 
Ferom, viz. For “it cannot be, ec. is, fay they} 
unfair, “pag. 5. But Mr. D. his adding to the Magd. 
to Bezs, to Ames, mentioned in my Appeal, pig: 
(164, 165, 167, 168. is paffed by without any 
fure, though his Anfwers to them are not only 
weak, but untrue. My charging Mr. D. tohave 
_abufed Do&tor Hammonds words,. is Cenfured 
them for my Miftake, pag. 7- but his abufing an 
_perverting of Vofius his words, mentioned Appral 
180, r8t. is paft over in filerice, though the 
_. Miftake is {0 notorious, and Mr. D. juftifies itt 
the height. Laftly, my leaving out [| Parvulis} 
‘in Waldens Quotation, muft be remarked to me, 
an infinuation ‘that it was done withan‘evil 
‘Defign, pag-8. But Mr. D. his Omiflions our of 
Bellarmine, Dottor Owen, DoCtor Field, Oftmpi- 
odorus, mentioned in my Appest, pag: 162-7 
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364, 175. were all, it feems, made with an ho- | 
neft Detign, for they are not remarked to him. 
. Secondly, In giving their Judgments, only up- - 
on part of my Appeal. For as for the ftrange Do- 


 @trines I charge Mr. D. withall, they flighely 
Anfwer, We think they do not fo properly offer 


themfelves tv our Confideration, pig. 14. and 


therefore conclude, they may be excufed if they 


save them. But why them more than the 


gett? As being (fay they ) things comtroverted, and 
collateral to the grand Propofition, pag.13. This 


doth well mend the Matter. (1..) Things con- 


ttoverted: So were the particulars they pals Sen- 
tenceon. (2.) Collateral: So was that part of 


the Milevitan Decree, Item placuit, &c -aken no- 


tice of by them, pag.9. Sois that Queimion, whe- 
ther Mr. D.»abutes Calvin, by fathering the words 
of Effius upon him, pag. 6. and the addition of 
the Virgin Mary, to the torm of Baptifm 5 and — 
yet thefe were thought worthy of their notice. 
But they fay is smtrue, for they are not all 
Collateral to the main Queliion— if that be it, whe- 
ther Infant-Bapti{m be warranted | the Scripture 
For feveral of the falfe DoGtrin:s m:ntioned, have 
a direct influence upon that Queliion: And our of | 
thofe Doctrines which are contrary to his, are Ar- 
guments drawn for the Proof of the lawfulne(s of 
Infant-Baptifm, as may be feen in thofe Writers 
that unde:take its Defence. 
Thirdly, In taking Mr. D’s. words for Anfwers 


to fome of the particulars in my Appeal, and for 


Sufficient Anfwers to the Infignificane and Trivial 
things, ( as they are pleas’d to word it ) I lay to 
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‘f it) of Mr. D, his Works, his great Contempt of 


his Charge, pag.3. And , are all thofe Particu-" 
lars which they do not remark unto me, according 
to this their Vote: That is, Mr. D. hath anfwered 
_ all but Eight, which they think fit to take notice. 
of from pag. 8. totheend. But if Mr. D. his An- 
{wers may excufe them from taking notice of the 
reft, i¢ might alfo have given them a Difchakge 
from the labour of their Remarks 5 he havingtre- 
morl. “me before, and they making but a Re 
petition... is Anfwers. 
Fourthly and Laftly, In taking in Mr. Thomas 
Delaune to fit. Judg with themfelves upon my Ap- 
peal,though by the high Encominm he gives ( in his 
Epiltle to Mr. Hutchinfons Book, and Verfes before 


mv ff, and all thag have wrote againft him, ‘and 
the of God within the narrow | 
limits “¢Own Party, as if they were the only 


Chrifticole in the World, he hath fo openly made 
himfelf a Party in the Caufe. To admit aPerfon 
fo apparently byaffed, fo virulent in his Scoffs, and 
{0 unqualified for the examination of Laetine| Au- 


thors that he is not able a) 

| * This ~Delaune snderrakes 

to form * Swftineos is Prephefie, that after 

certainly againftallrules asr, Whilton, and . 
of Juftice, and proclaims my felf, mone foall fayd up 


sali the s2 the defence of Infant-Ba 
their Partiality to the 4 


‘World. And if I may 
be allowed liberty of Canfa patr ocinio 
Conjecture, I prefume novoeft. 
this Gentleman was | 
The Perfon they pitched upon to ¢xamil 
particulars of my Appeal, who by his Jguc 
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(14) 
nite them to juttifie Mr. D. his Addition 
to the Milevitan Canon, bya paflage found in Pere 
uetujto codices that, indeed, is {o far from being 


fame there-with, that it {peaks the 


as I thal foon demonftrate : Which greatly reflects 
n them all, though fome of them I am fatis- 
hed ave Learning idsubh to have difcovered the 
Mittake, had they but confidered it themfelves. 
Having thus manifelted the Partiality of the 
Baptifis , and therein difcovered how unlike juft 
Judges they have proceeded, I fhali addrefs my 
Jett to a more particular Anfwer. 
The ‘Baptists tell me, That what Mr. D. colon. 


ledges, and vebat are Inconfiderable, and what they 
particularly exomsine, comprebends my whole Appeal, 


pag. 4- Sothat all thofe which he hath not Come 


nor they Examined, arc Inconfiderable, Tri- 
veal, Infiguificant, that deferve not to be mentioned 


aud bis Anfwers to them refpedively, are deemed 


fictent to fatisfie the Reader, asthey declare, pag. 3. 
By which they make Mr. D. his Anfwers their 


own), and conicquently if any of them prove In- 
fuffictent, their Reputations are blemifhed as much 
as his3 yea, abundantly more, they ttanding in 
the capacity of Judges. I (hall thercfore thew, 
Fislt,- That fome of Mr. D. his acknowledg- 
ments, are not fo Ingenuous as they make them, 
a 
4 SB aly, That fome of thofe Particulars in my 


Appeal, which they fay are fo Trivial and Infig- 


nificant, that they deferve not to be mentioned, 


are pot indeed, fo Inconfiderable as they make — 


And that Mr. D. his An{wers. which they 
make 


whic 
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their -owny are very Infufficient to fatishe an 
[mpartialReadere Mites) 
_. Thirdly, I thall more efpecially confider thofe 
eight Particulars of my Appea/, they have thought 


have undertaken to provee 
_ 1. In the firft place Iam to prove, that Mr. D. 


indeed, Rejoynd. pag. 35. That that paflage of 
Nazianzen, Baptizandos peccata {ua confiteri folitos, 
—fhould be rendred, The Baptized were wont % cone 
fefs their fins: Which in his Treatife, pag. 56. 


—himfelf guilty, and is this Ingenuous? Agaip, he 
-confeffeth, Rejoynd. page That Dem-dews 


good to infift upon; inall, or moft of which, they 
juftifie Mr. D. and condemn mee And fhall make 
it appear, I hope, to their own Convi@ion, that 
had they acted with that Impartial invefligation af- 


ter Truth therein, as became jujt Judges, and good 
Chriftians, they would have pait a 


And I muft defire the Reader to take notice, that 


the Reafon why I here only infift upon fome of the 


Particulars in my Appeal, and not all, is not be- 
caufe I judg the reft not as capable of Vindication ;_ 

But having done it already in my AnfwertoMy.D. 
his Rejoynder, which I hope may ere long be pub- 


lifhed I chufe to infift only upon fo many atpre- 


fent as may be fufhcient to Demonftrate what tL 


his Acknowledgments are not cloathed with that 


Ingenuity as the Bapsijts pretend: To demonftrate 


this, I muft examine his Confeflions. He awns, 


Tranflated, None were Baptized of old butfuch? 
But yet he juftifies this Tranflation to the hejght : 
Which is a confefling the Fa, and yet dehying 


tence. 
pfopes 
| | ‘ 


Popes Name ) appearing to him to be two wnien 


~ and not the name of a Man; he rendred it Deodans, 
or Gods-Gift. But this favours little of Ingenui- 


ty, for though he acknowledgeth his’ Error, in 


xendring Deus dedit, by Deodans, yet there is ane 
other Error in it not acknowledged, and that . 


rendring De o-dans, Gods-Gitt ; Deo-dand (which 
is that he means) is fomething given to God : 


 Minfbaw on the word. It is true, I minded him 


of che firft Miltake, but the chicf thing I broughe 
the Initance to prove, was, his making Authors 
to afhrm one thing, when they afhirmed the con- 
trary for as he tranflated the words, the Rea- 


, - deg will prefently conclude, that thele Gifts. were 


given by the Baptized to the Church, (and might 


happily guefs thereby that none were Baptized but 


the Adult ) whereas indeed they were given by 


_ the Church to them, as I demonftrate, Appeal, 


peg. But this. he takes no notice of: And 
is this Ingenuous ? Or what he faith upon it, a fuf- 
ficient Anfwer for the Readers fatisfaction, as they 
affirm? 
_ Thirdly, He acknowledges, page That as 

to the Quotation out of Walden, I reClie 


fied bis miftake therein. But adds, That it was 
(though dire@ly contrary to what Wal- 


dem athimed ,) and andefigned: And that I have 
done it to his advantage, as confirming more fully 
that Wickliff and bis followers were againft Infant-— 
Bapti/m, in agreement with the Albegois and Sil- 
veltcr, in Scotland : Two other harmlefs Mittakcs. 
For Walden tells us plainly, that he wrote that 53. 
againit an Upftart fort of Hereticks, to prove 
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Child fhould be Baptized. And as to his Sy/vefler 
in Scotland, Walden mentions no fuch Mans He 
only tells us of certain Lollards, Sylveftris Scotiey 
of the High-lands of Scotland, that were of Wick- 
Liff’sopinion in this matter: And is this Jugenu- 
ow in Mr. D. or Ingenuons in the Baptifts ? Who. 
applaud the Ingenuity of his Anfwers, and never 
examined the Hittory of thefe things, and yce 
haveundertaken to judg between us. 

Fourthly, He confcfles, pags 414 that he did fa- 
ther upon Zonaras, that which he did not fay 3 
and yet calls my charging him withic a trifle And — 
doth this argueIngenuity? 

Fifthly, He acknowledges his miflake about 
Lewnifranks Teflimony, to prave Berengaring de- 
nied Jnfamt-Baptifm, pag. 46. But [told him allo 

in the fame place, Appeal, pag. 188. Thag the 
Magd. did pot tell us, that he publickly maintains 
ed denying Baptifin to Infants, though hejpotte 
tively afirmsit, 2 Edit. pag.24%- I told hign al- 
fo that though -he infiuuated, pag 243. that Bee 
vengariys recanted his of Infaacs Baptifins 


| 


pagunli de neceffitate falutis Baptinentur aqua 
Jenfibili; That is, that Infants were to be Bapti- 
zed with Water as neceflary to their Salvftion. 
This Wickeliff, and the Albegois denied, for thich 
he branded them as Hereticks, as judging tl ireby 
 Ecclefiaftical~Baptifm unprofitable to Infant | be- 
, caufe they held they could be faved witht it. 
But how doth this confirm more fully, chetibvete 
againtt Infant-Bapsifm ? When 
are forit, are ot the fame Judgment, zz. hat 
it is not of abfolute neceflity to Salvation, that a 
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avid. after wrote againtt his own Recantation : Yet 


there was not a word of Infant-Baptifm therein, 


nog any thing like i¢; both which he takes no no- 


ot. And how then can Mr. D. futistie his Con. 


fcience, in telling the Readers in his Poft- fcripr, 


that he there gives them a brief Account of all the 
Milftakes of moment, that he hath with from 


any hand: And can any Man call this Ingenuus ? 


‘Latily, He acknowledges the miftake about Ser#- 


cigs, as being too plain to be evaded. But pre- 
tently adds: But what Decrees were “made by 


P. fo immediately preceding Innocent, for 


Infant: Baptifm, as Mr. Wills fuppofeth , I find 
not, pag. 48. Though indeed, I n-ither faid, nor 
{uppefed any pratmree And i is not all this very 
Ingensions 

2. Tthall inthe nexe place prove, thet fome of 


| thofe Particulars in my Appeal, which the Baptijts 


fay areio Trivial, and’ Infignificant, do not indeed 
d¢ferve thofe kpothites: And that Mr. D’s. Ane 
iwe rs, which they make their own, are very In- 
to fatistic any Impartial Reader. (1.) I 
having charged Mr. D. with leaving out part of 
what his Authors fay, to make the Sentence more 
forhis purpofe, ‘prove it by particular Inftances 5 
ope whereot is mentioned, Appeal, pas. 162. 
ken out of his fecond Edit. pag.95. where he leaves 
cut Belarmines owning , thet it openly enough 
gathered out of the Scriptures , that Infants foould 


Baptized and quotes him, as if heonly pleads 


ed Apottolical Tradition for the Practice. And 


this"! maie appear he did, knowingly, and on 


{e Mr. Zombes inferts it, from whom 
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‘Inkance of like nature, pag. 164. out. of his fe 
cond Edit: Bag. 755, Whete he infintiates the faire 
of Doctor Field, who yet as pofitively declares 
Seriprure to deliver to us the grounds of Xnfaiits 
Baptifin, which he alfo omits. Do not thefé 
Omiflions make the Quotations more for hisypur- 
ff vic and {6 fubftantially prove my Charge? How 
hen come they to be Inconfiderable, Trivial, Infic 
nificant, as the Baptifts affirm ? Why Mr. D. make! 
AufWer for them, ‘and tclls.me, Rejoyad. pag. 29% 
were omitted from my Grounds, becapfe be 
there gisotes both of them under the Head uf Tradition \ 
they both affirting Infant-Baptifin fo to bes Bat 
when be fpeaks to the Head of Confequences Po 
Scripture, he faith, be quotes them both, as Reptys 
pay. 74. Antwer, (1.) He faith, Hé did it from 
my own Grounds becaufe of thae ‘faying of mint} 
Vind: pag.7. But he atcempts to make it good} 
neither indeed can hes (2.) He quoted them tn- 
der the Head of Tradition: W hich 1s Por 
the Quoration of Bearmiae, is in pag. 9$- and: 
longs tothe firft Chapter of his Part, tie 
contents whereof run viz. Wherein the Scrips 
tures tital filence absut lufant-Baptifin obferoeds 
with the necefity of Scriprure-Warramtry, to Auth 
every Ordinance, and that by the conf: ffton 
| Parties themfelves. And under the neeciiity of 
 Scripture-Authority to warrant, he quotes 
Luther, Calvin, an and others, to prove {t 5 and at 
dafi tells us, be will conclude the Chapter with that 
notable Obfervation of Bellarmine, which is the 
Anftance before uss Js this then under Head 
Bs 


a 


— 


of 
peer not with an honeft heart have made the 
Omiflion. For he is proving, that every Ordie 


adition ? No, but modes fuch a Head that he 


pance muft have Scripture- Warrantry, Bellarmine 
faich, Infant-Baptifin is evidently proved from the 
Scripture, and brings three Arguments to prove 
its all which mult be left out, to poffe(s the Re&- 


der thatthe Fefite pleaded Tradition only for the 


Prattice. Is this a fatistaory Anfwer? And 
ther as to that of Dosctor Field; it is true, he 
quotes it under the, Head of Tradition ; yct it is, 


as owning Tradition to be the principal Ground of 


Infant Baptif , as may be feen in fecond Edit pag. 

| and Reply, pag 72. Whereas Dr. Field owns 
thing. He only faith, it is called a Tra- 
dition, becaufe it is not exprefly delivered in the | 
Scripture: He doth not fay, that Tradition is the 
principal thing leaned upon to piove its neither | 
could he intend fo, becaute he prefently adds, The 
Scriptures deliver to us the Ground of it, which © 


Me. D. omits. And his faying that under the 


Head of Confequences, Reply, pag. 74. he quotes” 
both this, and that of Bel/armine, is another mif- 
art for that Page is not under the Head of Con- 
uences, ec. but under the Head of Tradition, 
be {cen pag. 72. and in pag. 73,74 Gee 
where he ryns a Parallel between the Church of 
Rome, and me, in the behalf of the Protettants, — 
in the point of Tradition, about Infant: Baptilm : 
To thew our agreement therein. I acknowledg 
Mr. D. there tells us, that Bellarmine did own it 
ight be gathered from the Scripture, But this is 
fufficient to excule bis omitting of it in the 
other 
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other place 3 for this is another Book, and done. 
to another end. But chat he quoted Field there’ 
Owning italfo, is-another miftake, to give it 
worfea Name: For Field is not fo much as men- 

tioned in that 74th Page, nor any where elfe in any 
his Book, that I can find co:that purpofe: How 
then can this be deemed {atisfa€tory ? Or could 
any thing buc extrearm Partiality ever evercoime 
Rational Creatures to affirm it, much Ief$ Chri- 
fiians? mutt detire them ferioufly to confider 
~ Another Inftance I gave, Appeal, pag. 163, 
164. taken out of his Treatif’, fecond Edit. pag. 
176. where he brings a Paflage out of Doctor — 
Ovens Saints Perfeversnce, to prove that by the Seed 
mentioned, Gen. 17.7. % meant the Spiritual Seed, 
and not the Carnal Seed. Whereas Doctor Owen 
‘In that very place exprefly faith, that che External 
Adminiflr ation of the Covenant of Grace wus given 
to Abraham aad his natural Seedy which Mr. D. 
Jeaves out : Andis it Infignificant, aud Trivial in 
me, to reprove him for fo great unfaithfulnefs ? 
How can they prove it? Why icis our belicf (faith 
D. for them, in his Rejsynd. pag. 26.) that the 
External Adminiftration ot the Covenant, viz. 

-Circumcilion did belong to Abrabam, and his Car-_ 

Seed, .the under the Legal Adminitira- 

tion, yet it follows not therefore, that Baptifm 
belongs to the Carnal Seed under the Gofpel- Dif- 

penfation. © And therefore the omitting that phrale, 

which is not at all difputed between us, could not 
from any injurious Defign. But all this proves fut 

my Inftance Infignifcant Frivial : For' che 


| 


| ( | | 
Mr Mr.D. had undertaken to prove, was, ‘That the Seed. 
there mentioned, was the Spiritual, and not the 


Carnal Seed, ( it was not whether Baptifm belong- 


ed tothe Caraal Seed under the Gofpel Difpenfa- 
tien, as Circumeifion did under «the Legals that 
is Mr. D’s, mifiake ) and he brings in Doctor 
Qmen to confirm his Affertion whereas the Do- 
Ctor faith the contrary, viz. That the External 
Adminiftration of the Covenant of Grace was 
given to Abrabam, and his Carnal Seed, and the 
Internal Grace of it toall the Ele& s that Is, his 
carga Seed was by God owned to belong to his 

Vilible Church or Kingdom, till they Diflcove- 
nanted chemfelves, as I/mael, and Efau did; and 
all the Eled among the Seed that died in their In- 
fancic, were made partakers of the cffectual Grace 
of it. Whether Mr. D. had an injurious Defign 
m this pent on, he beft knows: And whether his — 
Reply proves the Inftance Trivial and Inf gnificaxt, 
let che Impartial now judg. 

2. I charging him with adding to Authors, 


without the diflinGtiion of a different Character to 
the deceiving of the Reader, prove it alfo by par- 


ticular Inftances. One whereof is mentioned, 
pag, 167. taken out of his fécond Edit. pag. 44+ 
here he faith, That Lydia and ber Honfbold be- 


the Lord, were Baptized at Philippi by 


Paul, Adis 16.14, Whereas there is not the leatt 
meption in that Verle, or Chapter, of the Belic- 
ving, of her Houfeajd.. 1 thought it had been a 
clear Proof of my Charge. But’ Mr. D. and his. 
Appellants, judg the: Inftance Trivial aud igni~ 


fic ume wid +9. the but bis 


| own 


J 
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oven fenfe- of the words, concluding only Believers 
in her Houthold were Baptized, Rejoynd. pag. 29. 
And is this a fufficient Anfwer? Let the Reader 
judg, whether chis doth not more fubftantially 
prove Mr, D. guilty of an Unatruth, than my §n- 
ttance Trivial and Infignificant. 1al{o brought an- 
other Inftance out of Beza, and another out of 
Ames, Appeal 167,168. And let the Impartial 
Reader but view them in his Treatife, fecond Edit. 
pag. 169,177. and judg whether his Additions to 
them are calily and very plainly underftood, not 
to be his, by any ordinary R adcr, as he athrms, 
Rejoynd. pag: 29, 30+ fo as to render thefe Infiances 
Trivial and Iufignificant, as the Baptitts fay. | 
I charging Mr. D. with 
brought one Initance, Appeal, pag. 173, 174. Dut 
bis Treatife, fecond Edit. pag. 162, 163- whiere 
he tclls us in one Page, That the Holinc{s mentioned, 
Cor. 7. 14. intended a Civil Matrimonial. Holi- 
appears from the feope of the place. The Co- 
rinthians Queftion being Whether ther new Spiritual 
Relation to Chrift did not diffilue their Carnal Re- 
lation, &c. And whether they could without  de- 
filement, maiutain their Converfe any more than they 
could in Ezra’s and Nehemtah’s time ? And yet in 
the very next Page, be tells us, That the Apoftle 
_ brings in thofe words | Eife were your Children un- 
clean, but.now are they boly | as an Argument. ab 
-abfurdo, why they fhould continue together. Upon 
- which. I told him, that if the Ground of their 
f{cruple did really arif from thofe Inftances of 
Ezra and Nehemiah, it was a plain Contradiction 
make thofe words, Elfe were, &, an Argu- 


? ): 


(24) 


ment Ab abfurdo : Becaufe from thofe Inftances 


they could conclude no otherwife, but that their 


Children were Baftards, andto be putaway. But — 


this is alfo judged by them to be Trivia? and In- 
fignificant, it being no Contradiction which only 

an Allufion to thofe in E.zra’s time, Similies not run- 
ning on all four, Rejoynd. pag.33. And by their 
leave, Mr. D: doth not bring it in at allas.aSimily, 
but makes it the very Ground of their Scruple. — 
Let M. D. and his Party ( thofe of them I mean, 
that know what an Argument 4b abfardois but 


-_ exercife their Reafon about this matter, and again. 


afhrm it mo Contradiélion if they can, and the In- 
Trivial and Infignificant. Again Mr. D. 
tells us in his Treat. fecond Edit. pag. 231. That. 
ahout the Year 610. Childrens Baptifm was held 
in many places of little efteems And yet in his” 
Reply, pag. 140- He tell$ us that Infant-Baptifm 
Was univerfally received in the 7#h Age in thofe ve-. 
ry places, to beget their Regeneration ( ashe phra- 
feth it) as I dcmonfitate, Appeal pag. 174,175. 
This alfois branded 5y the Bapsifts as Frivial and 
Tnfignificant, being wo Contradidions becaufe Infant’ 
Baptifin might be xniverfally received, and yet 
many places be little eltecmed. (1+) Becaufe Per- 
fins may listte efteem things they receive. €2:) By 
Univerfal, be explains bimfelf to mean the Greek 
aed Latine Churches, which admit of exception, vil. 
Thofe that fubmitted tothe Pope, and thefe that were 
wnderthe Putriarcks. But this is far from recon- 
ciling the Contradiction, or proving the Inftance 
Trivial: For as to that firft, ic is mecr Prevarica- 
tion: For let the Reader but vicw the place, frcond 
| 
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Edit. pap. 231. and he will clearly fee that by 
tle efteemed, Mr. D. plainly intends publick Oppo. 
fing yea, he fo explains it. And as to the {ee 
cond, fetting afide the untruth of his Explanati- 
On, itis meer Gibberifh, not to be underftood by 
4 I charging him with perverting the fenfe. 
of his Authors, , the falfenefs of his Tranffatj- 
ons; bring an Inftance, Appeal, pag. 180. out of 
his fecond Edit. pag. 110. where he tells us from 
Magd. That P. Innocent blafphemoufly attri- 
_ buted Divine Honour to the mers whereas 
_ they only fay, he feemed to attribute Divine Ho- 
nceur to the Saints. This is Trivial and Infignifi- 
cant, fay the Bapsifts, and no mifreprefentation faith 
Mr. D. Rejoynd. pag- 38, 39. Becanfe be fingled out 
Pcter, and whether be did it t0 Pope Peter, or Saint 


| Peter, is ot much material, the former is probable. 


I, but what now is become of the Popedom, to 
which he faid Innocent attributed Divine Honour ? 
And is it indeed probable, he attributed ‘Divi: e 
Honour to Pope Peter, when the Magd. do expri{se 
ly fay *twasto Saint Peter, without any mention | 


Pope. But ’tis not material, he faith, to which 


of them done. Anfwer, (1.) Though ie 
be not material as to the evil of Innocents Fa, 
yet it is as to the meaning of the Magd. and to 
gueftion whether the Tranflation be right or 
wrong. (2-) The Invocation of Saints ( the Di- 

vine given by Innocent to Peter ) was ong 


befcre Innocents time, and before Popery, an 


the Popedom were formed, as now it is, or was in } 


his days. Vofii Theolog: pag. 176. ad. pag: 


| 
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Sothat one would wonder Ms.-D. fhould thus be- 


tray his weaknefs togive fuch Anfwers ; but for his 


Party to own them, as fufficient , is telling the 


World they have renounced their Reafon. Ano-— 
ther Inftance I gave in the fame Page, taken out 


of his Treatife, fecond Edit. pag. 118, 119. where 


@ Quotation out of is moft grofly perverted. 
Mr, D, making him give thefe as the Reafons why — 
the Antients Baptized naked, vit, That they might 


be thercin ag in a ftate of Innocency, and as: naked in 
their fecond, as firjt Birth, &c. Whereas Voffioe 
only ufeth thofe Expreflions, to fhew how waked 
the Body was when they Baptized it : And how 


this prove the Inftance Trivial and Infignifi- 


Yea, rather it proves the Baptifts extrcamly 
Partial orinconfiderate. 

5. Having charged him with fathering upon 
Authors, that which indeed they fay not, at lcaft 


jin the places by him quoted; do in my Appeal, 


pag. 181- produce an Inftance out of his Trearife, 
where having told us, fecond Edit. pag. 55. That 


the Magd- give us feveral Authorities out of the 


Learned Fathers, to prove wbat be there affirms, and 
Some whereef you bave a follow. ( Thatis, accord- 
ing to the Grammar of the words, thofe Quota- 


tionsthat follow, are fome of thofe the Magd. pro- 


duce.) And among the reft, pag. 66- he brings 


_ Arnobius upon the Pfalms, which the Magd. have 
‘not, ashe himfelf confeiles, Rejoynd. pag. 41. And 


denies he did fay he took it out of the Magd. which — 
4S a palpable untruth. And yet Mr. D. muit be julti- 


fied, and the Inftance condemned as being Trivia? 


and Infignificant, 
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6. I charging him with picking out of Authors 


and there, and joyning them together ‘as if 


they were one intire Sentence , gave four particu. 
lar Inftauces for the proof of its all which were 


 -—pertinent, and. full, as thé Reader will (ee if he 
pleafe to perufe them in my Appeal, pag. 184, 185, 


The laft of which was taken out of his Reply, 


fag: 63. where he patches together words fpoken: 


about a hundsed Pages diftant from each other; 
and upon feveral occalions, to make me fay, That 


Tefant-Baptijim may be lawful, beeaufe not forbidden 


in the Scripture 5 which I no where did afirm, nor 


- jndeed did I ever think it. But he tells me, Re- 


jaynd. pag. 43. (and che Baptijtsin him ) That he 

bath done me no wrong, and defires the Reader tajudg — 
whether in thofe Pages compared, I do nat fay, That 
aw there 6 no Scripture exprefly commanding, fo uci- 


ther is there any excluding Infants from Baptifm, uor 


any Scripture that faith there were no Infants Bap- 


tized. 1 cunfcfs I fay fo, and what is this to the’ 


purpofe? BucdoT here, or any where eHe afirm 
Infants-Baptifin may be lawful, becaufe not for- 


_bidden in the Scripture? He cannot fay it, and 


{peak truth. And yet Mr. D. mult be jultified, and 


_ this Infiance be branded with the Epethites of Tri- 


vial, Iufignificant, and Inconfiderable. 
9. I charging him with afferting notorious Un-— 


truths, givean Inftance of one out of his Trestife, 


Second Edit. pag. 115. where he 4ffirms from the 
Magd. That a Child that died Unbaptized in the — 
7th Cent. was taken up and Chriftned, and bad bis 
Fathers name given bim and in his Margent puts 
‘it, a dead Child Chrifined, to make 
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Jook the more ghaftly. Whereas the Magd. fay, 
not that he was taken up, and Baptized’ dead, but 
after he came to Life again, he was Baptized. 
Having found Mr. D. guilty of a double Untruth, 
3. Inthe Tranflation, 2. Inthe Story. He will 
not confefs his Fault, but ufech many turnings and 
windings to bring himfelf off, pag. 44. (1.) 
faid, he conceives there is no untruth in his rendi- 
tion of the words; Yet there is; forthe Tranfla- 
tion an{wers not the Original, which is this, viz. 
Is puerum fine Baptifmo mortuum , refufcttarit 
mortuis ¢ tandem Baptizarit: Rendred thus by 
Mr. D, A Child that died Unbaptized, was taken 
up and Chrijtned. And is there no difference be- 
twixt taken up, which might be fpoken of a dead 
Child, and he, raifed up fromthe dead, which is 
the true rendition. ( 2.) He faith, if he fhould 
intend the Child then dead when Chriftned, he 
Knows no reafon but he may have his libercy of 
-ConjeGture, as well as Mr. Wills. True, a liberty 
of Conjecture is granted in a doubtful cafe; bue 
nota liberty of Contradi@ing the words of an 
Author, or faying he fays what he fays nor; fo 
doth he here, in concluding from theMagd.the Child 
dead when Chriftned: For Refafcitare ex mortnis, 
is never ufed but to raife to Life; and he, and his 
Party will do well to thew in what Author the 
word Refw/citare (without ex mortuis, and taken 
by itfelf ) is ufed to fignific, a taking up from a-- 
‘mong the Dead, or out of the Grave, a dead Bo- 
dy: which if they be able to effet, yer will it not 
ferve theic turn, unlefs they can thew the whole. 
Phrafe ( Refufcitare ex mortuis will bear that 
fenfe 
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fons are Infignificant, and 
(pethaps) one of them another Untruth: Becaufe 
(faith he ) fuch an Interpretation fo exactly agrees” 
with their Practice,then ufual, to Baptize the 
Dead: What, Totake their dead Bodies out of 
the Grave, and Baptize them! for he faith, the Boy 
was taken up, that is, out of the Grave, asa 
pears by his following words: And how will 
prove it then their ufual Practice to Baptize the 
Dead? Indeed Marcion and the Catapbriges, noto- 
rious Hereticks, were for fuch a Practice in the fe- 
cond Cems. (as the Magd. tell us) but that ever 
was a general Practice in the Church citherthen, — 
or in the 7th Cent. as Mr. D. afhims, is, I pree 
fume, more than can be proved; nay, I amapt to 
~ think he cannot find it praGtifed by any. Another 
reafon of his ftrange Interpretation of Refufcitare 
ex mortuis, is caft into the form of a Duerie—— 
Why may not the Dead be fometimes uled for the 
Grave, as the Grave is often Metonymically ufed for 
the Dead and Death ? as he fays he could Inftance 
in great varicty.k— Be it fo, yet except he can 
 alfo Inftance in like Variety, that the Dead is ufed 
for the Grave, he fays nothing; nor yet any thing 
to the purpofe, unlefs he thew a Figure mul 
be ufed her¢ in the Rendition and Interpretation 
of the Magd. But notwithftanding all this, Mr. 
D’s. Party (to the great Difparagement of their 
Learning amongft a!) Scholars that {hall read it ) 
proncunces my Exceptions again{t him in this al- 
fo Trivial and Inconfiderable, and his Anfwer to 
be Satifactory. Another Inftance I took out of 
Treatife, page 133. Edit. 2. where he 
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the Anabaptifis, or Waldenfian Sc@, 
‘in France and Spain, King Theodoricus called 
'ynod at Wlerdonin Spain, decrecing that thofe thar 
were fallen by Anabaptilm,the Order of the Nicene’ Sys” 
rod fhould be impofid upon shem, vit. That they | 
frould pray feven years amongst the Catcchumens, 
dnd ofter that two years amongst the Catholicks, be- 
fore they be admitted to the Ewcharift. told him: 
in my Appeal, pag. that this was untrue. 
And being to Mr. D’s.. Conviction, 
he hath uals this to fay for himfclf, Rejoynd. pag. 47." 
That he quoted it out of the Dutch Book of 
Martyrs, and if they have miltaken it, let them” 
be accountable for it, faith he; not F. Which is’ 
another untruth 5 for he quotes the Magd. for it, 
and not his Dutch Martyrol gie, as the Reader may 
fecin his faid Treatif?, pag. 114. Thisalfo is 
fired by the Baptiffs, asa Trivial and Inf ignificant 
Fnffatice: And a notorious Wacruth, judged a fufs 
ficient Anfwer to it. 

Pcharge him with frange Do@trines, and 
prove it by Enftances: Oné out of his Treasifé, 
2. pag. 156, 153. where he affirms, That 

Infants have not babismal Faith, or an infpired Ha- 
bit. And pag. 213. That they are uncapable of 
This undertook to prove falfe 
Doctrine, Appeal, pag. 193. if Mr. D. continaed 
to jullitie ic, and his Party approved’ his {fo doing, 
which concern’d them to take notice of. Anda- 
gh pag. 171, 172. he afferts, That nothing is a 
| _S¢al of the New-Covenant, but the Holy Sp #it and 
pag. 212. he denies that Perfoms may be vis 
le 


Charch. Members before Comverfions allof them 
_ Do- | 


Dotrines al And ¥ prefume thé 


__Baprifts themfelves do fo judge, which makes théin 


fo willing to wave the Confideration of then 
pag. 14. But notwithftanding they muft be ‘pt 
nounced Trivial and Incomfiderable, and his At. 

fwers to them fufficient. Of let the Rea 
ders judy. . 

9. Lam come to Vindicate thofe particular In- 
ftances, which the Baprijts think worthy their Re- 
marks, though thefe alfo, if I miftake not, they 
cenfure.as frivolow. Forthus they. preface their 
pag. 4. We muft obferve to you that you 
lie Obnoxious to the retarn you made to Mr D. when 
he charged you with leaving out part of the Sentence 
of Nazianzen, viz. Si aliquid periculi imminetat 
Calling it 4 frivolous Charge: Excufing your fe 
after fuch a manner as you will not be fatisfied wi 

from others 5 therefore we fay, many of your Charges 

are frivolous, your Reafon in ir, own bebalf will 
juftifie us, you being Fudge. And therefore, wet fay 
they ) we defire you to confider, &c. Ifhall not be 
angry with the Bapriffs for calling any of my Char 

gcs frivolous, that indeed are fo ; But I confefs, I 
think never the worfe of them for their calling theth 
fo, nor will believe the Impartial Readers judg 
them fucb,uinlefs they can prove them fo tobe. And 
as to my leaving out Si aliquid, &c. whith both Mr. 
—D. and his Appellants upbraid me withal: I an- 
fwers That in my Infant Baprifm afferted, Cap: 7. 

pag.10,11. I did plamly declare it to be Nazianzen's 
Opinion, that Infants ought to be Baptized pres 
fently in cafe of danger of Death, otherwile co — 
tay two or three years : therefore the leaving, 


out Si. aliquid pericali, could uot be out of 
an ill intent, but for brevity, as the Etcetera ad- 
ded, makes it further appears And as to that Paf- 
fage, pag. 13. which through fome miftake I know 
not how, was fathered upon Bazil, to prove him 
for Infants Baptifm, when the words were Nazi- | 
amtens; Thave already, and do once more; de- 
clare that it was not out of Defign 5 and indeed my 
Aafwer which I fentto a Trepanning Letter which 
Mt. D. caufed to bz fent me, argues my Innocency : 
for therein I cell him, that I knew not where to 
fiad the words {poken by Bazil, and could not re. 
fer him to any Book, or Page, as was defired. 
And therefore it is a moft uncharitable farmize of 
_ Mr. D. that I left out fome words on purpofe that 
it might not be difcovered to be Nazianzens. And 
now let the Reader judg of the Frivolonfnefs of the 
Anfwer. But as for the Baprits, their extream Par- 
_tiality makes me regardlefs of their Cenfure. 
have difcovered it, I think, pretty well already, | 
and in examining their remaining Remarks, 1 thall 
Make it more abundantly appear. 
Firft then, They detire me to confider pag. 4. 
Weber the flopping of my Tranflation oxt of Calvin 
| sphere I did, Appeal pag. 62. be mot unfair, end @ 
 mifleading an Englith Reader? 
Anfw. Vhaving accufed Mr. D. for leaving out 
part of what his Authors fay, to make the Sentenge 
more for his purpofe , produce an Inftance out.of 
the fecond part of his Treatife : The thing he,there 
‘undertakes to prove, was, The S criptures total Si- 
Vence about. Infant-Baptifm,by the confeffion of Parties 
an themfelves as appears by the Contents of the Chap. 


/ 
/ 


it is. no. where, y mentioned. by 
the E lifts,that any one Child was by the Apo» 
‘files Baptized. told, him in my Ap 
that Calvin did 7 in.that very place 
up ¢at Approbation of Scripture:; 
aving ou was that I 
ap ed to the Baptijis., w rethis 
Omiflion did not make the Sentence more his 
fs urpofe. For how could Mr. D, without bluthing, 
have brought. Calvin confefling, the Scriptures total 
filence about Infant. B aptifms,. had he at that,,fame 
mentioned his afirming, the Scri to. 
prove it. This was fo fulla proof 
that the Boptijts faw, I prefiime, , be if 
Cognizance of it, asthey ought to have done, 
mult for fhame have pronounced -+him 
therefore they pals it by, and inftead 
ning, him,.as they ought, they accule 
guilty of the fame. Buc doth my being, gui 
make Mr. D. innocent ? Isit unfair, 
ing Of an Englifh Reader in me, and 
Danvers Certainly if one. is: guilty; then, both 
And why then my Fault alone be remasied: 
It feetns their affections to. theis Champiop,,.wou 
fuffer ghem.to.be fo juft, indeed what they 
rge me \withal, was: neither, Vafair nor..Mif= 
an Engli io Reades, Fox 1 tranflated, 
much as might fatishie any that.had the wleof theie 


Reafon,. mea alvin. owned hat..i¢ wagno. where 
exprefly ment oned.. The. . [, for, afshough }, with 
Mp.D 


— 


ta 


_ whether it was fair, thus to mangle Calvius fen- 
tence, and take only the latter part of it, which 
he calls the Obje€tion of Fools; fully prove that 
I prant fie faid fo, though he looked upon it as ant 
Objeaion. And therefore Mr. 
ng Rejoynd. pag. 24, 25+ ‘That-I intimate 
it was HOt Calvins fenfe, [ viz. That it isno where 
| thatany one Child was Bapti- 
zed | i$ a great miftake to fay the beft of its and 
Mr. D. hirntelf mighe bltith to mention it. ‘ 
2. They tell me, pag. 5. That whereas in 
Appeal, pag. 166. I charge Mr. D. to bave added 
shife' words, For it cannot be that the Body fhonid 
receive the Sacrament of Baptifm,till the Soul bath be- 
fore received the Trath of Faith | to Ferom’s: Upon 
their examining’ the’ they'find them to be 
ee words verbatim. And they obferve that in 
quoting Mr. D. I add Magd. Cent. 4. Cap 6. 
418. ‘As if be particularly the 
d. there, which be doth not, but only Jerom up- 
Matth. which donble Injury they conceive deferves 
by double confideration, in erder to a candid Acknow- 
‘Who fo blind as they will not fee 
‘Had they but once confidered the place in my Ap- 
peal, they would preféntly have difcovered, that 
not compare what Mr, D. faid, with what 
Feromfaid, but with what the Maga. tell us, he 
aid, Cent. 4. Cap. 6. pag. 418. For Mr. D. in 
his 2. Edit. pag. 55+ faith , The Magd. tell NS, 
Cent. 4. ‘That it was ‘the Univeral affite to Bap* 
tize the Adult upon! profeffion; and ‘for which, 
Mr. D. they Mayd. give us Sevebat 
Ausho- 


{ 

’ 
4 
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ug 

| 

al 

| 

i 

| 
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Authorities ont of the Fathers, fome faith 
{That is fome of thofe Fathers they mention’]. 

we have as follow. And ne reft, brings in Ferom 
pag. 36. faying, The Lord commanded his. 
files, that they foould firft inflrnd all Nations , and the 
Baptize them inthe Myftery of the Faith, This the Maga. 
quote, pas. 418. But Mr. D. adds For st cannot be, &c. 
Which the 
therefore though I faid they are none of Feromswerds, Mr. 


D. and all that read it confiderately, could not but under 


itand my meaning to be, as rote by the Magd. for fo. Mr, 
D. tellsus they were, which renders him guilty of what, I 
charged him withal, though find, the. words verbatim 
in Ferom, becaufe he pretended to take them out of the, 
Magda, where they are not to be found, So that I ¢onceive 
this double Charge of the Bapri/fs againft me, deferves their. 


double Confideration in order to a candid Acknowledging 


they were miftaken in the Matter, 


They tellme, pag. 6. That I charge Mr.D. pag. 169, 

weeh Cahine fathering words hits 
though he hath owned it a miftake in his Reply. But we ob= 
ferve al/o ( fay the Baptilts ) that he quotes Eltius’s Annor. 
Gen. 17.9. attheend, which youleave out, though yau took 
all his words to that, and yet reprove him fo often for the. 


fume ; which feems nei:her Ingenuousnor Fair. _ 


nf. Unlefs they cou'd have produced fomething more 


be ter have forborn the Remark, The thing. 
I charged Mr. D, with, is indeed fufficiently proved by his. 


genuous, that I thovld Ieave out Annot. at the end, 
and yet pete him fo often for the miftake. But when the 
Baptifts fhall confider, That.I have reproved Mr, D. 
for this miftake but once, 2s 1 remember, fince my firft Book , 
care out, torwit, in my 4ppe4l, upon his Brag of the Exact. 
nefsof allthe reft. And (2. ) That no Ingelligent Reader. 


that obferved Eftises Annor. at the endy could. think other-, 
wife than that Mr. D. took this Quotation of Calysns from 
thence, as he tuok that of Epsphamsus,mentioned is his fecond . 
Edst, pag. $8. from Merning, pag, 366... And that of 
ments, mentioned pag. 47,43: from F.acob Merning T hope. 


they will be convinced that the Remark was neither Fair Dor 


- ‘ 


Magd. have not 3 and for this T accufe hint. And 


ewn confeffion, But this it feems neither Fasry mor 


i 


@ They take notice, pag.¢. of thy charging Mr. D. 
abufing Hammond 19 affirming that 
fies animmerfiin or Wafbing of the whele Body, anfwering 
‘the Hebrew word, &c. Whereas ( fay they ) we have examy 
med the Doctors Bock, Printed and find that Mr. D, 
hath quoted his worls truly, Upon which tiey remark, that 

the mifhake se mine, which they hope will conysnce me of rhe 
and nnjuft Reprotch I [ubjoyned, 

Anfw, T d> acknowledg thatin the of the Do- 
Anno, it isy as Mr... hath quoted it, which I knew 
not, before he told me Butin bis fecozd Eder. and in all 
latter Editions, it is as I affirmed in my -4ppeat. So then, 
Impartial Judyes will fay; Mr. D. is to be blamed, if any, 
for .citin sords out of a worfe Edit. when there is a better. 
Aud if the Baprifs pleafe to perufe the Dottors Revsew of 
his Annotations and Paraphrafe, they will fee the Correctt- 
on made by himfelf. And becaufe of fomething that 1 heard 
was fpoken by one of them, at that time when they were ex 
alnining my Appesl, 1 do now appeal to their Contciences, 
whether they did not know this difcrepancy of the Edstrons, 

before they made their Remark : Agik ere then could they 
wiih’honcity affirm the miftake to be mine, 

They tcl] me, pag. 4.1 charge Mr. D. fer afirming 
fram Walden, thatthe Wicklevians agreement to the Dow 
of Velagius and others, denicd Infant-Bapti{imy which 
he acknomledges his miflake.. But sf Walden (fay they) 
beto be believed, (it appears ), thar the Wicklivilts judged 
unprofitable to little ones, 1m thele 
Nofirs Wichlivilte Bapt:/num Ecclefiafiscum inutile 
As parvulis, Reo And (fay they ) we muit Re- 
to you that in yout Quotation, 4preal, ag. 172, you 
Jegve ont [ Parvalis')* the principal word theres and with 
what dtfign or end, we leave you to confider. 

Anfw. I have already demonitrated ; that when Walden 
affrined the Ecclefiattical-Baptifm unpro- 
ones, fr was only becaufe they denied it co 
| profitable $6 Salvation: As for my leaving out [ Pare 
thiak it cdtifiderable, that [mutt hear of it 
Ears. The Zaprijfs here tell me of it, and leave 
Confider with what defign or end it, And Mr. 
pag. 33. is Kind, as to me'plainiy, /r mas to 
the Reader thst they reje ded where 
— 
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as that Term oxprefy limits little ones. But how could 
Mr, D. or his Party, imagine this my defign, when in both 
thy Books I have afferted, and ftill do, that chey were for 
Infant-Baptifm > But to Anfwer more particularly, (1.) How 
can the Baptifis affirm, that Parvals was the princs- 
pal wordinthe Quotation, when Mr. Daavers hath given us 
a Rule that they allow, Rejoynd. pag, 21. <Thatin quoting of 
| Authors, we are obliged to give only what they [peak to the — 
thing sn hand: And} brought this of Walden, only to prove 
my charge of his making Authors {peak direétly contrary. to 
what indeed they affirm. And therefore having quoted them 
right asto that, as appears by his confefling the Charge 5 they 
cannot juitly blame me for otlier Omiflidns, becaufe 1 made 
further ufeof the words, But*( 2.) 4 fulfe furmife, 
that by the leaving out that word [ Parvelis {1 could infi. 
-nuate to any thar underftand themfelves, thac they were as 
gainft all Baptifin: ‘The Oppofition confutes it. Pelagsae, 
Vincentius and others ( faith Walden) wpon feveral 
coun:s, held Baptifin profitable tro little ones 3 But the Wicks 
leysan¥ contrary to all thefe mentionedsheld it unprofitable [to 
little ones] mutt neceffarily be implied by the Antithefis : And 
my Tranflation clears it. They judg Ecclefiattical-Baptifm un- 
profitable, that is fay I, unprofitable to rhem Salvation. To 
whofe Salvation > Let D. or his Appellants find anozher 
Antecedent, if they can to [ their] befides little ones, And 
how then can Mr, 2. prove, £ very snworthily left st out ? 
_ I theretore conclude, if this be an Brror, it is a Venial ones 
and I ¢an fay not .wilful, But certainly, thefz Men would 
make notable work wiih me, if they had Matter to work yk 
on, But what juft Caufe of gomplaint:in this, I protels fe- 
rioufly, I fee apes 
6. They tell me, pags 8. That I charge Mr. D. Appeal 
pag. 179, 180. for adding thofe words, /t our wall, 


that all that affirm that young Children recerve everlefting 


Lifes albest they be mot by the Sacrament of Grace, or Bape 
renewed,'| to the Milevitan Decree, Bat examining 
the 4. Tom. in Reg. Collea. they find the Canon quoted by 
Mr. Danvers, in pag. $59. taken out of 4 very antient Copy, 
following the words, [Cite thus, {Trem placuit 
ut fi quis dicit ideo dixiffe Dominum ; in ‘domo Patris mel 
-Manfiones multz funt, ut intelligatur, quia in Regno Cale- ; 
rum erit aliquis mediusy aut ullus alicubi locus, 


‘ 
> 


qui fine Baptifmo ex hacvita migrarunt fine, 


38); 


Regao Ceelorum, quod eft’vita aterma intrare non 
ptsAnathema fits] Now for yor to affirm (lay the, Baptiits), 
tbe fad Claufle mas of Mr, D, has own Addin where- 
ache Here ys anecxpre{s Anathtma thofée thas, 
Ghildrea maght be faved without Bapti{m, » anJn- 
ftance ( to give the. moft favourable Conjecture of st) that 


jan have made but alame fearch: So that us very jush for 


ua toacquit Mr.D.of thisCharge, &. 
Anfm, Onc would wonder how this Regsa came 
into the Bapriffs mind : For Mr, D, tells us plainly in his — 


| Treatife, 2. Edit. pag. 105» 106, that he took what he there 


mentioned of this Canon and Gouncil from the Magd, and 
from no other Author. Andetherefure in my dppeal, I gave 
them the Canon as it isin the Afagd.to prove the Addition I © 
eharge him with. And it appears I was not mijtaken therg. | 
in, becaufe they go. to the gth Tom. in Reg. Colled. to find 
But what do they there find Why, they fay, 4n ex- 

re[s Anathema againft thofe that affirm Children might be 
without Bapti{m la thefe words,— jtem plaeust ut 


quss dicit, &c. as above. But herein they are as, much 


miitaken as in other things and the contrary is apparent 
from the words. For thoie againft whom this snarhema 
was made, did-hold.that thofe Infants, gus fine ex 
bac vita megrarnat, Who died without Baptifm, Regno 
quod ejt setrare mon poffunt cannot 
ter into the Kingdom of Heayen, which is Eterffal Life, ¢ the 

yery thing I charge Mr. to add). And therefore 
the dnathema is pronounced againit them, for thinking not, 
withftanding there thall be Ajsquis medis aut ullus alicubs 
locusy fome middie, or other certain place: Ubs ‘beate 
want par ls gut fire Baptifmo ex hac vsta migrarunt, &. 
Where Children may live happily that: die without Baprifm - 
‘Grounding this their Opinion upen: thefe words of our. Savi- 
our, domo Patris mes manfiones multe fint 
thers houfe are many Manfions. And new I leave i: tothem- 
Aelves to confider, whether thiseis not»an Inftance (ta give 
ithe moft favourable Conjegture: of ic) thar notwithRanding 
‘all their diligence-in examining Authors-.( of which they 
fpeax, pag.t.) they have made bit a lame fearch >. And 
‘whether their Decree, which they thought tobe fo very jults 
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to be found in Bazil, 


». They tell tine, the 
Authors that which they fay not 3 I charge him with 
l, pag. 181, fathering thofe words ppda 
him Mutt the Faithful be fealed with Baprtifit > Faith mu 
ne eds precede and go before : fay: there was 


fuch fpeech in Magd. of Bags, ‘contra 
 wominms Which we conceive to be avery weak 
Ground foryour ¢ “For mult it follow that the words 

are not Baxsls, beca u find it not in the Magd, > 
words are not Baxysis, becaufe they are not found in the 
Maga, but had they ufed fo much diligence in examining 
things as'they pretend to, they would have taken noticeot 
what I fay, Vind. pag. 11. viz. The paffage which Mr. D, 
quotes from Bazyl, and inferts in both his Treatifes of | 
tifm, viz. Muft the Eaithfulbe fealed with Baptifim > Paith, 
maft needs precede and go before. Contra Bunomium,) * 
fo I have perufed alé that be fagrh 
reference to Bapti[m, in hss 3. Tomes,' nor have the 
diburgs any fuch faying of his, where t repeat 
ctrime and Saysmgs, contra Eunomium, Oe. 
what Mr. D. 
fecond eat. $5. and th willl not judg the Groun 
Charge Hisw s there are— the’ 
hae was the Univerfal to Baptizs 
Adult, Kc, and for which they grve ws [rveral Aathorities 
out of the Learned Fathers, fome whereof { that is fomeot 
thofe Learned Fat we 3 and this Paffage 
of Bazsl [ ashe would have us -believe ] ge enone: i 
think his fathering that upon the Af42ga. which they have 
is a fufficient proof of my Charge, ough indeed she cca 
find the srads in Bazsl, which they cannot, reither indeed 
do they affirm ; but only that they find his words to be to thar 
Which whether they or noy let the Reader judg 
And alfo whether this is Error andoverfight, or 
ous Untruth I or affirming from the Magd. that 
We have examined ‘Naga. fay 
419. Edit. Bazil, Anno 1574. find the words 
by Mr. D. And for to the 


gros | | 
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ut in the laft of 
‘the difcrepan 


ice, Bomayenture, all which had the 4roth Page que- 
sor them, And thefe being juft about this of Gulsclmme, 


she 7th Vol. the: Ver 


bd 


123. VIZ. Aguinus 


wrought a prefumption, that ehis alfo was in the fame Page, | 
and fo accordingly ‘it was fetdown. This is the very truth, — 
. I confefs, it would have been berter to have menti- 
ioned the Edition out of which ic was taken, that there might 
have been no Ground for a Cenfure. 
|. Thus Lhave examined the Bapti/?s An{wer, and now leave 
it to the determination of the Chrijtian Reader, whether in- 
deed, they have anfwered my Appeal as they ought, orgiven 

particular Mat- 


atrueor Impartial Reprefentation of the 
tt ters, which they were pleafed to take Cognizance of, fo as 
Hi ‘to make it appear to the fatisfation of all Impartial Perfons 
ascitey that Charges do not appear to be trues 
‘but onthe contrary great Miltakes, fuch as do oblige them to 
i Mr,D, and to call upon me to make good my Promife 
Th 
FINIS 
| | &. 


This is fuch another miftake as that of Dr: 
mond, te'ove mentioned, confefs that in the Sif Edit. of 
| | in Mary is added to the form of. Baptifms; 
3d Mol. itis omitted: And I knew. nog 
Hae ctween the Editions before I read it in Mr. D, 
Rejoynd.,. And 1 prefume all indifferent Men will con- 
clude, bad known it, I flould not have made this. one of 
| Inftances. But it is probable, the will rep 
you quote the: Page of the fir/# Edit. and therefore muft needs 
et take it from thences I acknowledg that Page is mentioned, 
t and it was occafioned by feveral of Mr. D’s Quotations, in 
pier 


Or whether Curt sr, the Saviour of the World, 
hath fhut all Mankiod out of his Vifible Kingdom, 


4 


Occafioned by 


— 


OF THE 


ATE 


Whether shiey fhould be entered in Covenant 
With God by Barr1sm, and be Vifible 
Members of His Cuvrc w, and have any 
Covenant-Right to Pardon and Salvation? 


- and Covenant-Rights and Hopes, ’till they{ome to 
Age? And whether he did fo from the begifining of 
the world, or after his Incarnation? 


the Importunity of Mr. EZHutcb- 
infon, (and of Mr. Danvers, and Mr. Tambes, ) 
who ‘called him to this REVIEW in order to 
his RETRACTATION. 


An Impartial Reading is humbly 

Diffenters who would not be found Def pifers. 
_of holy Truth, nor fuch as judge wh PN 
fore shey hear. 


requefted, of thofe 


, Printed for Nevii at the Pring 
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